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Instrument Checks
Organization.
A team of two technologists visited each laboratory, bringing with them all the requisite materials for the evaluation.
They spent 4 to 6 h at each site, but we believe that the time required for an adequate check can be shortened to 3 to 4 h. All solutions were remeasured at least once a week at our laboratory, and no changes could be detected during five weeks. We also found in several cases a temperature gradient within the cuvette of as much as 1 'C, or temperature variations between the cuvettes within the cuvette holder. The former was more frequent in instruments in which heat was applied in or near the bottom of the cuvette holder.
OF CERTIFIED VALUES
In conclusion, although a number of errors could be detected, the majority of instruments tested were well under control. However, a large percentage of the instruments had been checked recently by a technical representative of the manufacturer;
under "routine" circumstances, the situation might be less favorable. (Table 6 ). The comparison between two Pye-Unicam instruments, however, gave the opposite result: the SP8-200 deviated from the SP8-250 only at 510 nm ( Table  7) .
The latter effect was shown to be due to the occurrence of stray light. The SPS-200 automatically inserts filters in the light path at certain wavelengths, but not around 510 nm.
After we added an extra interference ifiter, the erroneous readings were corrected completely. The SP8-250 is equipped with a double monochromator and has very low stray light at all wavelengths. 
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A = certified value, B = 95% uncertainty interval (t s/V n) where t = value of Student's tat probability p = 0.05, s = standard deviation, n = number of results (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) most uses" (12) .
The lack of agreement on the design of a value assignment system has led to an enormous variety of schemes (9, 11, (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) Figure 2 ):
Results from laboratories where we could clearly detect analytical errors (mostly nonlinearity at higher absorbances) during the period of the survey-laboratories C, D, J, 0, and R, as indicated with arrows in Figure 2 . The scheme we used in this study and on other occasions for other analytes has both strengths and weaknesses.
